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‘The new editor Allen Grimshaw stated, ‘" . . . I want to deélare a >\~

" moratorium on introspective self-analysis of the stratification system of
> ‘ -

The objective ,of this paper is to review the ranking studies of v

graduate departments of sSociology in "The American Sociologist from ifs |
3 , . . ’ i
inception in 1965 through 1980. The studies reviewed in this paper will be °* . ﬁ

limited to those which’explicitly rank graduate departments or critique

methods. of rating departments. - That is, we will review studies which deal ; ‘
-~ { -

with the prestige Jdr quality rankings of departments but w1ll.exclude those
N . f

artlcges concerned with other dlmenslons of prestlge such as regional
productivity rates, varlatlons in time spent obtaining’ the Ph.D. :by .

prestige of department, studies of faculty promotion ih various

departments, ' etc. Throughout this review we will discuss studiés which 1
. .~ . v

assess the changing methods of ranking studies-in s%ciglogy, the divergent
L]

Y

results of the various methodologies used in the ratings, and the mobility

of departments over time. N

! . . 0 M . ’ ¥
The American Sociologist was chosen for the source of ranking sources

1. - -

because it is the navel-gazing journal of the profession. In the words of

’

its first editor Talcott Parsons, TAS was initiated to serve * ., . . as an

-

organ of 1nformatlon and discussion for the profess1onal concer‘s of

v

soclologlsts as a social collect1v1ty" (Parsons 1965 2-3).. With such a .
£oeus for the journal and the impetus provided by the American Council on

} ‘ .
Education studies, articles on prestige within the‘discipline flourished in

.
»

TAS until 1976. , . -
e i
In ~n interesting turn of events, beginnihg with a change in editors
. : -
and editorial policy in 1956 FAS  discontinued publishiﬂa ranking. studies.

~.

the discipline" (Grimshaw 1975:192). Unfortunately for the purposes of

. ~

this study, Grimshaw did not clearly explain ‘his reasons for elininatiné

k}




this topic from the pages of TAS. subsequent editors have continbed_this
POliCY. ' . . . / . ' °

0

The factors influencing %his editorial - decision are . open to-

» .

s speculation. Given -the volunm of prestlge related articles in TAS it is

- ,poss:.ble that" SOClOlongtb had reached their threshold of ratlnq studies.
Y - ® o
.. ’I'hls change in edltorlal pollcy ‘.J.s also curiqlisly relafed to the changlng

A . ~

employment n;arket for soclologlsts. . By 1976 ‘sch;oJ;ogy had entered a

-

' depressed academic job market. Du;:ing the late 1960s and the early 1970s

- L
L soc:.ologlsts shared in- the beneflts of the great expansion in American

) B 4+ \'}&
. * “higher educathn: Rat:.ng stud:.es reached their peak of v1s:.b111.ty in the

professiondal journals at that time, especially in TAS. With the downturn

v

in the academic marketplace "in the mid 1970s .from which we have not, yet .

arisen, the number of rating studies has diming

hed gi‘eatiy. &hus, the
)
Possibility of a relationship between the burgeonmg academlc marketplace

[ R

4

g @

-
~ I

and the increase :}jratlng studies, on the one haﬁd\,\\andl the onset of a

depressed market for sociologists and the diminished interest in prestige

. v - ¢
- .

. - stéldies in the sociology of sociology, on-the other hand, seems clear. We*

N ) s o

)

A}
speculate that when the job market is tight the importance of prestige in

academic careers. is lessen8d for many sociologists due to the grim .

-

CUTE G AR g s 0"
W R

~
.

redlities of d}\atainingv emplnyment.
P ’ . .

> Thus our study of the ratings of gradu:ﬁe*sociology departments is
limited to the period 1965 through 1975. While this is a limitation
inherent with TAS as the sple source of datawfor this research, it is also -

" indicative of a dwindling interest in this aspect of the sociology of

rl .

sociology since the mid 1970s. . , e 1

' .. -
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The ACE Studies i
(%4 . J_&' i

7 o«
-

Before reviewing the rating studies in TAS, it is necessary to set the

~

2
stage by briefl‘y&discussing the two most~influential such studies outside *
0 1 L]

the domain QEPTA . The American Council on Education commissioned Allan ) »

e

«Cartter to conduct a natlonal study of the qualltkz of graduate education in -
{

29 disciplines and 106 ihstitutions. The Cartter study was published in

A

"1966. ACE latgr commissioned Kenne}h Roose ang Charles Andersen to conduct -

13

,'a"' five-year follow-up of' the cartter study. The Roose-Anderson (1970) |

. v o

H
i
i
{

and Greén 1980).

1]
!

' study was expanded to Sover 36 d1sc1p11nes and 131 1nst1tut1.Q’;1s (Lawrence ! : f
{

}

i

i

H

Both the ,Carttser and the-\Roose-Andersen studies used the reputational

-
'

| |

approach to rating graduate departments. Their !Qethodology was to survey a \ !
i

«sample of depaereintal chalrpersons, d1st1ngu1shed Senior scholars, and(

knowledgeable ?unlor scholars in the dlsclpllnes .under study to rank
. SN
. * . \
graduate departments accorchng to the quality, of’ graduate faculty a.nd the
A L ‘
4 effectlveness of doctor’al programs (Lawrence and Green 1980). Table 1 >

e » .

presents’ the rank:.ngs of the top . ten graduate soclology departments
N . , -
according to Cartter and Roose-Anderson. ~
- . ) -
. 'As would be anticipated,w"“i‘:he ACE studies generated a great deal of )

) response. The rankings of'sociology departme7 are of course no exception
\ * to this pattern. BAs we will -'see ‘in the folZXowing 'literature'review, many

of ther ranking studies intTAS are either in reactionm to the ACE sytud:.es or

ST Tag P AN L et

S attempts to test the reputatlonal method with quantlflable 1ndlc¥1tors of -

-

e one Tt
-

-~ »
. N K

% qu%xllty. L 5 - . \; ] —
Since the study of the prestige or quality of graduate programs

e

paral‘le,ls, one of the ‘central issues ind social st.ratifigation' (i.e., ’
7’ 1]

- - 4




- . e

measurlng socioeconotic stabus), we see a,great deal of the studies in TAS

’,

attemptlng to test jthe reputational methods ‘of ACE with more objective
. a . . . <
measures such as rgsearch productivity of fa%ulty or of doctoral graduates.

- . w

\ Y 2

" on quantlflcatlon and the related r movement away from sgbjectlve measures _of

° /s

That is, with the increasiﬁg}y emphasis of sociological research as a whole .

socioeconomié status in the stratlflcatlon llterature, many of the studies™

\j

rewiewed in this paper focus on the congruity of reputational and bbjective

measures of the qua}ity of graduate 'education in s0ciology.

4
. .
- -

-« .
. LY ‘ L
’a ) oo
* . . 7-/ )

s " o .
»

- L4
L

A Review of Rating Stumdies in the American Sociologist,

Ty Wanderer (1966) was the first Yanking of socio}oby AMepartments to

,I

.

ot

appear in The American Sociologist. In this study'Wanderer counts the
number oflarticles, research reports, and notes per depe/;ment where the
. '

author obtalhed the .doctorate in Amerlcan Soc;ologlcal Review durlng the

perlod 1955~6§2~\5SR 1s¢used as the sole sourée of publication data since
,@‘% ¥ -

it is ﬁh most prestigious sociology journal. He pPresents a llstlng af 21
o\

schodisswfﬁch are ranked among ,the top 10 in contrlbutlons to ASR in any
.ﬁ'

one of’ tbe eleven years. Wanderer concludes that Chlcago, Columbla,

Harvard andelchlgan are the' overall top four departments (see Table 2)
4 N
He also feund fhat these top four departments are overrepresented in ASR

publlcatlons éompared to the number of doctorates they granted. W1th the

;derer study we see the beginnings of the domlnance of quantltatlve
/éiallty ranking’ studles in 738.° ‘ . -

Lewis's (1968) research is in reaétlon—to the Cartter study-. Lewis .{s

PSRN

concerned about the relatlonshlp of Cartter s findings based on the

’~
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", ' ~departments. according to Cartter a\re ranked in.,this study 'by the quantity
Y

v

* Kk of articles, researcf:h reports and notes, and extended commentari"es

T publishéd by faculty and*g‘raduatesﬂin ASR between 1956 and 1965. Lewis

N . - .
oo N *

! ’ . . .
- finds a close agreement between reputational rankings and productivity

+ rankings for some departments (i.e., Berkeley, Chicago,' Barvard, Wisconsin
~ °

T and North Carolina) but large incbnsisten;ies for other departments (i.e.,
Michigan, Cornell, Princeton, M/i.nnesota, Noft}}westérn, Yale; and Washingi:on

U.). These. dlscrepanc1e°s between prestige. and productivity are often

.
—

related to the number of doctorates granted at each 1nst1tutlon Lewis
5 . 3 voe A}

:

prestige that has meaning on the wider. academic soene, this surely

L4 -

ot determines a- school's attractiveness to promising and botentially-

»

productive, graduate students, neophyte scholars, and those who dispense

research and training grants" (p. 131).

W L] - >

’ Xnudsen and Vaughan (1969) -also address the issue . of the

. e
) »

correspdbndence between subje'otive and objective indicators of quaiity in
b ' ' .

-

graduate education in sociology." Like Lewis (1968) this stpdy was
7 L] e «

. -, stimulated ,bye the Cartter research. Knudsen and Vaughan used all articles

in ASR, The Amgrié;an Journal of ‘Sociology, and Social Forces plus the

“ : " xesearch notes and.book’ reviews in ASR for the five yo perioé 1960
t;hroqgh 1964 as their data base.- ,The authors were identified as to the
institution at which they 'were,employed at the time of the publication and
the source of their highest degree. A weighting system was devised to
reflect the varying degrees of prestige. relatéd to different scholarly

e"*- (vf'orks.' Without discussing this-system in detail), sch_olarly contributions

were weighted in the ‘following rank order: theoretical or research

monographs, ’‘textbqoks, an edited collection or an article in ASR, an
L : # .

article in AJS, an article in SF, a research note in ASR. Size of the

<y * N ]

W Q ) . 7 .

concludes, "Regardless of-objectiv(e quality, it is mostly a department's.

T
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. department's facufty and doctorates granted were controlled by using the

[\' number of g/ublications per capita. -
» . ¢ .

Knudsen and Vaughan conclude that the re‘lationship between cartter's
- . . . v .

.

reputational rankings and .their productivity based /measures of quality is
Al

strong only for*the elite departments (i.‘e.,%Harvard, Berkeley, Chi;go, \
. and Michigan). fThey find substantial disc;repaixcies between the rankings
" basez on sg.bject_ive and.objectg.ve methods for de‘i)artments below these few.
'top 's;}_fools. -Ifgaln size of faculty and’ number of Ph D.s granted were found

v to be related to the fJ.ndJ.ngs of Cartter s study. Thdt'is, ran‘ungs based
¢

on -the absolute - number of scholarly works%per department are s:.mllar to

’ L those found with the éubjective_ method"(see Table 2). Rankings based en

. Per capita productivity show considerable disc’repancies with the

- reputationdl rankings of departments below the elite few, however -(see
;.

~Table 3)'«& Thus, according to Xnudsen and Vaughan, the cubjective and

-«©

objective methods of assess:.ng qual:.ty of graduate educatJ.on in soc1ol/gy/‘

are in agreement on the elJ.te ‘departments but present wide dJ.screpanca.es on

L d

“the ranklngs Qf the remainder of Ph.D., grantlng departments.

i

Shamblin (1970) crltJ.ques the Kn‘uasen-Vaughan txgdy. Shamblln argues

that Knudsen and Vaughan are not measuring qualit they claim but given
‘ ‘

their methodology are measuring prestige as Cartter was with\™ the

reputational method.:® That is, Knudsen angd Vaughan do not explain - how

.
Caa

pule.catJ.ons in the three Journalsﬁ used in theJ.r study are of hlg?er

\

aual:.ty than’ Publications in other Journals.}/ 'I‘hey refér to these
/ ,," i

per‘iodicals as the\ "leading" journals but Shamblin argues that pule.catJ.ons

in these Journals are, then, an indicator of Prestige, not qualJ.ty.
%. %,

(/ Sha‘mbliw.so points out that the thfee journals used in the Knudsen

and Vaughan study are controlled by persons from the most'prestigic@f

-




.departments. Thus, publications in these journals are an indirect indicator

£ memgsrship ‘in a piofegsional cligque but not of qgglity. That is,

and SF are merely quantifiable measures of prestlge

articles in ASR, AJS,

+ to expect the ’K;Gdsen—Vaughan method to verify the findings of the
3 s
reggtg?lonal approach. )

e . ’

The apex of objective quality ranking methodologies‘of Ph.D. granting

A'—‘—\
soc1ology departments was achleved by Glenn and Y}llemez (1970). fThese

>
. ag\hors created the Glenn-Vlllemez Comprehensive Index (GVCI) as a more

all-lncluszve measure of productivity than the measure used by Knudsen and

~

Vaughan. The GVCI covers contributions to 22 journals and all books

~

reviewed in ASR. We}gﬁ%s were assigned to the journals baéed on a survey

L]
of a tandom sample of 250 associate professors and professors in Ph,D.

\

grantlng departments llsted in jthe A%A Guide to Graduate Departments of

0

Soc1ology, 1969,

p [y

Since the book productivity measure is only an 1nd1cator

of guantity,

the authors devised a weighting system to estimate the, quality

of the department's'books based®on the scores of the\gournals in which
&

members of the department published. ThlS adjusted book score was used in

the GVCI. Publications included in the GVCI cover the fears 1965 through

19e8.

s

//’ The sa@pie for thbs study consisted of ;;i top 45 graduatesdeégrtments

as measured by the Knudsen-Vaughan Index:'.,Unlike the Knudsen-Vaughan

"

4
study, Glenn and Villemez consider only the productivity of faculty members
>

in these departments. The sample ié_not “estricted to Ph.D. granting

-

. ".  departments but only two programs not granting the doctorate were included.

as #easured .by the subjective ‘approach but- not an independent n%asure of

quality as the authors claim? Given this criticism, Shamblin cautions us-

3

-

7
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13
from their- 1960-64 data base to the 1965-68 time period.

One ‘goal of the study was to update the findings of Knudsen-vVaughan

Computing the '

-

Knudsen~Vaughan Index for 1965-68 data, the authors also find an elite of

o

five departments but some changes within the ranks of the elite. Wisconsin

+ had moved into this distinguished group, Berkeley dropped to 51xth place,
e . .

and Columbla moved from fifth to first place. A con51derable amount of

upward and downward mobility occurred among the other 40 departments. The

s/authons speculate that since the productivity scores of these -departments
are-relatively similar and 'since productiv{ty in many of* these departmeﬁts )

. . .
is primarily limited to a few faculty members, that small changes in ™

personnel could strongly influence productivity scores.

When u51ng)the more comprehensive GVCI as a measure of, productivity,

the, authors found some dlscrepancxes with the 1965-68 Knudsen~Vaughan Index
rankings. The same ‘departments were in the top five but their rank order

was different.

Based on the GVCI, Michigan raised from third té firsﬁT\

Wisconsin moved up three Places to second, Columbia went from first to
J

fourth; Chicago dropped from second to third, and Harvardhmov

ed from fourth

to

fifth

(see

Tabl

2).

The

impressive
{

increase , in

Wisconsin's

productivity was underscored by these findings.

While Berkeley was ranked

1’
sixth with the GVCI and its productivity was well below that o.

fifth

" ranked Harvard,

it was far above that of seventh ranked North Carolina.

The authors conclude that Berkeley could thus, be con51&ered a"

marginal"

0

member of the ellte .

The ranking§' of the other 40 departments in the sample differed

\

considerably from the 1965-68 Knudsen-Vaughan measure, however. In 33 cases’

the rankings differed by at least three places. ‘ r)




% N

[

Glenn and Villemez also rank departrients on per'person productiv&t’y.-

Using this measure the top five in rank order are: Harvard, New School,
Chicaéo, Michigan, and Columbia (seet Table %). The productivity of
. . ‘\
Berkeley and Wisconsin are clearly inflated by the size of their faculties.
. . . &

. New School, on the other hand, was rated thirty-fifth on the GVCI beforé

L 4

controlling for productivity per berson. The ranks of. the other 40

J:.nstitutions‘ in the sample were not closely related when per person

.
.

productivity was considered. - -~

-
-

While the Glenn-Villemez study is mot without limitations (see Pp.
R {

. . <
246-247 for a discussion of these limitations), it represents the most

comprehensive and sophisticated approach to objeétive measures - of the
‘ A N -

o ~t.

Xuality of graduate education in 7as up to the Sturgis and Clemente (1973)

study which expands the GVCI. This improvement in gquality ranlcings is

primarily a result of the increased ﬁux%er‘of journals included and the
journal weighting system devised for the GVCI. ! ‘

Incan -article on.the doctoral origins of editors of ASR, Yoels (1971)
transiently slips in to the rehking ‘game. Yoels finds what he calls
considerable similarity between the rank order of the departmental origins
of editors of A5R from 1955-65 and Wanderer's—7anking of the doctoral
origins of contributors to ASR. While Chicago, Harvard; and Columbia are
in the top thr?:e in both studies; most of the other seven departments vary
by at.\leas.t three places. ) b

> T .8

Yoels also examines the percent of ASR editors during 1963-65 with

doctoral -origins at the top five department¥ according %to the Cartter

report. Whiléa_ﬂarvard, Chicago, and Columbia account for nearly 73 per

cent of the editors of ASR at this time, Michigan contrib\{ted less than

~

, \

' S '

ot
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in this aspect of the j;;iological enterprise,

Oromaner (1972) ‘ranked sociology departments on the number of

citations their faulty received in the 1970 issues of ASR and the 1969-70

‘issues of SF. The sample included the 79 departments that granted at leagt

one Ph.D. degtee from 1965 through 1969. Sixty-six of these 79 departments
> ; 4

. had members who, were cited in at least one ASR or SF article. At the

height of influEhce in the profession were 10 departments whizh accounted

for 40 percent of the author c1tatlons (see Table 2).

When departmental ‘rank measured by number of citations per faculty

member (see Table .3) was compared to the Rcose—Andersen (1970) ratings,

agreement was, found only at the highest prestlge levels. Harvard,

[l
.

3

~ Coulumbia, and Benkeley were ranked in the top five by Roose~Andersen and by

the Oromane* method. \Rankgngs outside the"

v

top four showed general

a@reement on the broad' categories of Strong, Good, Adequate, Other, and Not

Ranked but ‘some wide discrepancies were found also. Nebraska and Santa

S

Barba¥a weré not ranked by Rcose-Andersen but were eleventh and twelfth in
N . ] -

- - - .
number of citatisns per capita. Princeton, on the .other hand, was rated as

.

strong by Roose-Andersen but:ranked Ehirty—fifth in citations per person.

Thus, Oromaner's'method of rankiné‘departments by number of citations per

~"y

person and the RqoseiAndersen reputational appébach agree only on a few

elite departments.

[

Oroﬁaner found the most often cited department was Wisconsih. When -

S

/ =

e

citations per person are.analyzed, however, Wisconsin fell to ninth place.

Harvard, on the other hand, was seventh in citations per deﬁartment kut

first in per capita citations.




< . ) @ 11

~ . ~

Ay
. Solomon (1972) studied the relations of the Cartter and Roose-Andersen
* ¢

- o
'reputatm/nal ranking with the rankings. of productg‘.v_ity used by

¢ v

-0 Knudsen-Vaughan and Glenn-Villemez. He found that the Spedrman rank-oxder °

" * ‘

correlations of the Roose-Andersen ratings with the GVCI- and the

Knudsen-Vaughan Index gomputed for 1965-68 were’ high and sté‘tistically

.Significant. These findings support Lewis's (1968) contention of a close

i

relationship between prestige ranking and objectively measured

\
e

productivity. On the other hand, Solomsn's findix:)gs cast doubt on' the

»

conclusions of Knudsen-Vaughan and Glenn-Vil}emez that these two measures

~
- »

-~ Glenn and Villemez-.that the GVCI is more comprehensive and refined than the

¢

measure of Knudsen and Vaughan since the GVCI has a higher correlation with

DA the Rqose-Andersen r‘atings. The Glenn-Villemez per person productivity
. X A

measure had a considerably lower correlation with ‘the 1970 ACE study than
‘aid the GVCI, however.

°

- Solomon (l972:14)/,concludes with a note 6f caution, -°

s

There is some t%cy\to\ think of ptblication _productivity
versus departmental prestigeas-a dichotomous objective versus '
subjective relation. Consideration o is assumption leads one
to realize that the "importance!" att d to particular
professional journals by a panel of "experts" .”% . is in some
respects as much a matter of subjective judgment "as. is the

ranking of gradudte départments with. respect to prestige or

vality, — M\, . .it would seem that the primary advantage ofr-.

y—, w‘é.ﬂi_ ted-publications measures as criteria of departmental
) \qga i that\ they are more specific, rather than more
-t —than\global prestige rankings are.* . :

~e

72) reviews, ten measures of productivity used in sociology

¢
I \ .
)\"\""""" from® 1250-1971 and illustrates how different conclusions regarding

producti¥ity can be drawn from' these disparate measures. He goes on to

argue for a consensus anmong sociologists for the use of tHe GVCI as the
T

® sole measure cf pzoductivity. . _Cle’rgente (1972:7) states that the GVCI\is

R . L.

~
.

13

of quality are not strongly related. This study supports the claim of




1

pre

° 12

«

. 0

.

"composed of a broad range of journa§§ and circumscribes most general
sociological work as well as important specialty areas within the

- discipline. Another argument for its use is-that it has a considerably

» ‘wider scope than most brevious indexes and yet is not electic." Clemente

then marshals data to show that the GVCI is fair to all specialties within

. thé discipline. Third, the GVCI arrives at a consensus of professional

<

sociologists to base its
’- Glénn-Villemez measure is flexible.

&
-

include more books.

then progress toward the real goal of
sociological theory - will begin."

and

Larson, - Petrowsky, ’

productivity based on the‘publications of their graduates.

weighting

Vandiver

system upon.  Finally, the

That is; the GVCI can be expanded to

Clemente (1972:8) condludes, "“"Hopefully, future

.research in the area will incorporate the-GVCI or a similar measure,” .and .
e *

the, study of productivity - grounded

-
. b

(1972) studied

deparémental

In order. to

construct a weighting s&stem for journal pubiications, a survey of the

chairmen of the top 20 graduate Eociology department

was conducted asking them to identify

resulted.

on contributors.

.

prefer that their Sstaff pubiished.

S as rated by Cartter,

the five journals in which they would
N

A rank ordering of 12 journals

Each of these journals was then_egamined to obtain information

-

..

-

Based on the productivity of’&ts'graduapes’listed in the BAmerican

Sociofogical Association's Guide to Graduate Departments of Sociology,

. . T

1970, Chicago was the most productive (see Table 2); it alsolgraduateq by |

.

i
far t@e

largest number of productive spociologist at 99,

In . total

productivity Chicago is fcllowed by Columﬁia, Michigan, North Carolina, and
i .

Harvard..

Q . ) >
ERIC . L .
Phrir o e : .

doion s e

In terms of productivity per productive Ph.IJ., North Carolira is




o

first ‘followed by.Michigan, Ohio State, Wisconsin‘, and Chicago (see Table

~ .

3). . ‘ .

) ) -

Statistically significant correlations /are found Dbetween the

/ :

Roose-Andersen measure of the prestige of 1;143 degree granting department

. ’ ) . :
and the productivity of both the sociofogists as a group and and the-

departments.

-
) > ’

Doering (1972) is primarily concerned with productivity across

academic ranks \but also sheds: some light on departmental quality. The

sample is llmlted to the top 26 departments as indicated Glenn and
’ #
Vlllemez. Productivity is measured by book publication only. Doering

found a moderate rank-order "Ofrelat n between departmental rank:.ngs based

on his measure and the overall proddctivity rating of Glenn-Villemez. fThe

correlatlon between Doerlng S per person ranking and the per capita ratlngs .

of Gfenn—Vlllemez is small, however. -

This study ranks Berkeley first in book production fgllOWed by Chicago

" and Per*nsylvan;a tied for second placg, Columbia, and Wisconsin (see Table

.. (

2)? When size of department is controlled for by calculating per person

Il . ~ Z M .
productivity, ,Harmard 'is first followed by- Berkeley, Pennsylvanla,

’ ~

Columbia, and NYU (see Table 3). Chicagor drops to sixth in per person

productivity ~and W1sco/'V)\drops to eighteenth place. Interestlngly,'

.Mlchlgan is not in the ,top seven on either of these scales.

Abbott E(l97}:l}4‘) stat\es, “the most fundamental issue in_ the

~

development of departmental ratings is whether or not subjective ratings of
. .

qﬁality are equivalent’ to ratings based on- objective measures of research

productivity and other types of performance." ,In an attempt to answer this

4

- ’ -

question he assesses the relationsnip between research productivity as
s ;

measured by Glenn-Villemez, number of doetorates conferred during 1964-68,

‘?3-"
NI
3

15
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ERIC.
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-

<

Since these

and the size of the faculty with the Roose-Andersen ratings.

departmental chaghcteristics account for only 57 percent of the unexplained

variation in subjective rating§ of departments, Abbott concludes that the

~ reputatlonu- and objectlve methods are not equivalent. ) . "
<
, Abbott goes on to raise. the pOSSlblllty “that the primary referent for
rating the prestige of a department is tpe image of the university itself, )
g This hypothesis is confirmed. fniversity presti§e is found to account for
?4 percent of the unexplained variance in departmen%al ratings,. or more )
than do research productivity, goc tes .gEEnted, or size of faculty
gkombiped.\‘ %xte ding the analysis, Abbott (1972:15) states, "Taking
« .

. .
departmental and university characteristics as the explanatory and céhtrol

variables respectively, the multiple-partial coefficients' of determination

indiceting that departmerital ratings are more effectively
. * ’
7accounted for by un}versity variableS'than'by departmental variables."

[y

PXe

.33 and .67,

Abbott (1973) studied the mobility of 61 sociology departments in the,

%

U.S. from 1964 to 1969 using the Cartter and Roose-Aridersen ratings.

analyzing movement between the’TEﬂ?‘?ﬁf?EfﬁSf‘DIstIngu1shed Strong, Good

of\ﬁfe departments were

same category and one

When

Adequate, and Unrated it was found that 26 percent

upwardly mobile,

72, percent ;emainea in the

department (W@ghiﬁ&%on, St.* Louis) 'moved downward. All of the upwardly

mobile departiments except Vanderbilt moved up only one category.

~

mobility wag most commmon for departments moving frem‘the Good category to

.,

Upward

Strong. The top five departments and all but one of the Strong departments

v °

remained stable. .
%

. y
While the primary goal of Yoels (1973) is to assess the dissemination
- *

of PH.D. dissertations in sociology, he also offers a rating of departments

citations of dissertations.
“ .. 3
v .

based on Yoels number of .

counted the

P




" 15
0%:-

dissertations cited in ASR and. AJS from l9§5 through 1969. The four top

schools were Chicago, Harvard, Michigan, and Columbia. These departments

.

accounted for over 53 percent of alk the citations. Thu's, it appears that
the higher the prestige. of the department from _which one obtained the

, . ‘ A
Ph.D., the greater‘likelihoo'd of one's dissertation being cited in thg two

»

most prestigious journals. As Yoels points out, howevér, Chicago,
Columbia, and Harvard dominated' the editoriallstaffs of ASR', from 1948 to

1968.‘ In addition, AJS is based at Chicago, and these four departments

X

produc'e a disproportionate number of the i’h.D.s/in sociology. ~

- Another hlgh po:.nt fin the ratings of graduate sociology departments is

£

.

Sturgis and Clementé (19’73) This study measures departmental quality by

assessmg the productJ.VJ.ty of the graduaﬁtes of 50 major Ph.D. granting

-

'departmen*te. The populatior; for this study is ,&ll mem]aers of ASA who
received the Ph.D. from Amexican. departments during the perJ.od 1950-~1966.
All departments g,rantJ.ng lessrﬁhan ten Ph.D.s in thls tlme period were
excluded %rom the study. A +d1f1ed form "of the GVCI .was nsed to measure

productlvn.ty. The GVCI was expanded to cover all books received for review

by ASR. Data on publication records of the 2,120 sociologists in the study

&” ,
were gathered,K for the period 1940-1970. - -
’ A standardization procedure was created to control for differénces in

~

A}
<

the number of gradu%tes and the professional 1ongev1ty of graduates among
o
departments. Berkeley, for example, has produced more Ph.D.s over a longer

a

petiod than Brown or Vanderbilt. "The ‘result is the average number,6 of

productivity points, articles,'and, books produced by the graduates' from

o 7

*

each 'department.for evéry ten years beyond the Ph.D." (Sturgis and Clemente
)171) . >

1973




&

§

)

1%

o

™~

Productivity

atings are provided on a number of measures: total
<+

.

stan?ardized point ratios, article ‘Eatios, book raties, percent of\‘

‘
-

graduates ever published .on the GVCI, and percent of graduates who

published before receiving the Ph.D. Based on what—the‘authops ciaim to be

4
the best, overall indicator Q£ productivity, the total standardized point
< - 7 . .
ratios, sshey _conclude, "" : . .. there is no distinct tgp four or five

(Sturgis and Clemente
e,

d:?artments>as suggestéé by other rgnkings'. . ."
That, is, the authors found no distinct gaps~/ih‘ total

1973:174).

‘productivity between departments when the standardization procedures. are

& - k- . s 1) : '

o
This finding, of course, doeg not agree with/the results of
o R A )

Carttgr, Knudsen—Vaughgp,-Glenn-Villemez, or Roose-AnderseB.
| I3

applied.

, The authors also conclude that their productivity measures do not:

f
! . 4

" correspond closeiy with the ranking based on{reputational approaches (s§§

H

Table 2). Nine of the top eleven according to Roose-Andersen received

»

lower rankings‘on the total 'standardized point ratios. On the other hand,
A ‘ . ’

©

Oregon, Vandetbiit, Pennsylvania and Brown enjoyed much higher ratings in -

.. this study\than 1nN;he ImLse-Andersen report. Thus//usipg standardized; -

w . ~

scores \for product1v1ty of graduates of departments as a measuxe of

| P g

diffex
".," | . ~
subjective studies.‘ »

. s

&
the results considerably “sfrom prlor and

L4

qual;ty, ~ objective

A new dirggtion in the ranking of graduate sociology departments was -

proposed'by Leonard and Schmitt (1974). . They argue that participation in.

ASA meetings'is a better measure of current depapthent quality than the

indlcators used By others. It is also p01nt?d out that " . . .

/

1nst1tutlona1 representatlon at the national péeting is much easier to

7

determine, a recurrent event, and not as dependent; ﬁﬁon past .performance"

(Leonard and Schmitt 1974:40).

L

:lé? "

-

L e s s st iz an v s sreen mcoes A v e e e
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-

- ) EQ" .
The data base for this ‘study consisted of the 1970,' 1971, and 1972 ASA

meetings final programs. The department o{:' each participant was -counted,

& - -

except 'in the case of two or more qu‘_t‘:hors' of one paper from the same
. . !

s

institution when the. department was counted as one unit. Forty-seven

-

graduaﬁe departments emerged as the most highly represented i the annual

————
- e

méetings. Size of faculty was controlled by a calculation of contrittxtions/'\ -

per czpita. Leonard and Schmitt found that these 47" department$ hall a
) M e ' " v

relatively consistent pattern of participation in ASA meetvings/pvér this
- ° . R “‘,‘\ s LY

three yea{r period.
After reviewing the co‘rrespo;)dence between their method “of assessing e
departméntal quality and those of §1.'enn and Villemez (1970); the

Glenn-Villemez computation of the Knudsen-Vaughan Index for .1965-68; the -

P - .

Larson, Petrowsky, and Vandiver (1972) method; and the Oromaner (1972)

’ -

citation study, Lec’:\narii and Schmitt (1974:41) copclu? " . . . departmental
‘ ey

representation at ASA meetings, exhibits a moderate positive association .
A v ‘ M . -

-

with ‘selected other indicators of the quality of Amerj:}(n sociology
. . ' "7,

Fed

departments, ™ o P4 -

L4

‘Pfeffer, S‘alanick, and Leblebici (1974) were primarily interested in . -

4 .

the ‘distribution of National Spience»Foﬁndation funds but also offér a

5 - - - P

potential measure\for- as ess{ng departmental quality. After analyzing,
¢ C W . N . > X

>

‘patt?ern‘ of the institutional eceipt of NSF fynds, they conclude that while

. . &
theée funds ar&leavil“y cbncen eated among a few 'depaztri\en,tv:s 'each year,
;hefe is less sts:ability in funding distribut':ijon over _tir;le t-‘he‘n might be
expected. More specifically, "In three of the' eig-hlt years, one-half c;;:_
less of the tcp recdipients were ‘from the 'eigﬁt largest receivers of.grants

over the peridd" (Pfeffer, Salanick, and Leblebici 1974:197). The to&

- /
eight sociology departments receiving NSF fun?i_ng in 1971 were Yale, Johns .
[9 -

19, -




18 <V

: . a /
Hopﬁins,‘Columbia; Wisconsin, Michigan, Princeton, and' Washington State
. . Y

University. Thus, another indicator of departmental quality is developed.

* Solomon and Walters. (1975) studied the " causal linkaggs between

14

prestige and scholarly productivity. The sample consists of tﬁgl 38

- N .

departments each ranked by Gleéhn-Villemez, Cartter, and Roose-Andersen.

~

.~ Solomon and.Walteqt\ﬁse the piestige rankings of Cartter (ca! 1966) and

Roose-Andersen (ca-: 1969ﬁf and the proguétivity ratings of Kﬂudsen~Vaughn - f

. . . . ) - . - i ’
. f s

(ca. 1960-64) and Glenn-Villemez: (ca. 1965-68) to assess™ the causal

L . / — "
relationship ‘between department pre igé”‘ nd productivity

.
I ’

with a
\t . . t - ' ‘
longitudinal model. The authots concluge,

I

= + .+ . current prestige:. . . is much more dependent upon ’
previous prestige . . . than it is oﬂﬁpreviéus Productivity. ...
The above. evidence. . . . tends to support thé assertion that -
organization-set generated prestige orders tend not only to ®
determi:e subsequent prestige orders and tq have a dominant role
in the’ making of significant , allocative decisions within
sociology, but furthermore, such evaluative bases tend toward
particularistic evaluations an llocative decisions, rather than )
‘universalisticﬁﬁ?nes, in suchdgglf—perpetuating prestige orders . a

. (Solomon and Walters 1975:234-3%) .
T »
Lo , . #
@ * . . © .‘ ) : *
' 2 . . " N & . v - -,
. - . *,
Discyssion . ‘ . s
“. . ’;".A/\ ‘ L 4 ) . ~
J What do these ¥studies or, the quality of graduate ‘education in o
sociology tell us? An overwhelming .number of the studies which are based
— P . - ) -

on tokal productivity of departments point to the‘existence of .an elite

& a

among graduate sociology departments. Tbgse studies are generally in '

~ k

v ]
"agreement with the Cartter- and Roose-Andersen reputatigggl_studi$s on the
& 3
top departments. As indicated in sevéral of these sthdieé§» ize of faculty ,J
L 4

and number of gradﬁates can influence the visibility of a department aqé,
\gnu . - .

Qof ’Eourse, the number of publications to its credit. Wwe must also note the

. »

concentration of editors among the prestigious journals from these same IR

kY
~
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a

elite\departments. Thgge gatekeepers of academic fame directly and

indireetly influenck the scope of the methodologies and research topic§'

'repres‘en}qi in these journals. That is, editors from the elite departments

may prefer to publish papers th.ch emphas1ze the methods or subject matter

1l

zhto which they and rlembers of theJ.r profess1onal clique have been

socialized. As Shamblin (l970, and Solomon (1972) poirt out, the yse of

quantifiable measures of productivity based on a few prestlglous journals
[

© may merely be an indirect indicator of B’;estige, not an independent measure

of qu%li’ty . : / .

When per person produgtivity‘- of faculty and graduates is used as a

measure of quallty of graduate~ education in soc1ology, the results- are
, A .

somewhat more inconsistent. Whlle the elite identified by the reputational

. A . - )
, studies’ again dominate the tgb ten, a few newcomers ‘such as Tulane,

IS

. . 4 '
Brandeis; New School, Texas 'end Vanderbilt join the ranks of the most

product:.ve. Thuz, when,s:.ze of‘department is controlled the ranklngs of

¢

the top departmerts change to a ,11m1ted extent. ’ - ' ¢
‘ !f & /
. .t When coé&%erlng these fJ.ndmgs, wé, must reflect upon the suggestlons
- ’ . ?

% . of Lew1s (1968), Abbcgat (1972), and Solomon' and Walters (l975) I:.ewis

* (1968 l3l) concluded that " . . . it 1s mostly a department's prestige that’
‘ P % "’ ’ - N ! W - )
has meanifg on the wider acddemic scene." Abbott (1972) found status of
&, )

the jnstitution to be a better predictor of departmental prestige than the
% measures of“prod\cti iﬂty and size conéined., Solomon and Walters (1975)
. LY *

found that the current prestiée of a department is influenced more' by
. .

previous ’ prestige than by productivity. Thu‘s, graduate departments of

. \ .. /
/' soc:.ology appear to be part ‘of a rather rng.d stratlf:.cat:.on system, at

& ™

, least .at the top, w1t_h J.nstltutlonal statovnd related preVJ.ous

121 . . '\3

v
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]
" departmental .prestige more important predictors of current prestige than is
‘. a-}” _,. '
productivity, . i) , / '

s
-

Tne literature does contain several important exceptions to the
. ~ ) \: .
pattern oﬁ'at least general agreemeﬁt between the objective studies and the

regutational approach, however. After applying a standardization procedure

controlling «<for the number of graduates fiom a -department and their
- . >

profeSSional longevity, Sturgis and Clemente (1975) conclude there is no

distinct elite among graduaﬁ! éoc1ology departments and that rankings based
4 <
" on their measure.of productivity do not correspond well with the results of

’

the ‘reputational studieg. In addition, Knudsen and Vaughan (1969) and
{’_, ! ’

Oromaner (1972) found 1little ‘agreement between their productivity based

/

5

ranxings of . the non-~elite departments and those using the reputational °
4 . '
method. " kN

NN ° v
N . R
2 ¥ E

— B -

Implications fox Further Research . A

-

It is our pofition that quality ranking can be of use to prospective

@graduate students, in maintaining a ptoductive rival“y between de artments,

and as a reward for those upwardlx?pobile (i.e., increaSingly roductive)
depariments. Since TAS has not published such research since 1975 we

. 4 J

advocate the—need for a compreyensive ranking study of graduate departments
in sociology.to fill this gap. 'Assuming that adequate resources would be
available, the study should be based on tne Glenn-villemez method with the
refinements of Sturgis-Clemente incIuded.) "This study should measure the
productivity of both faculty'and Ph.D, géaﬁdates: Sdch a direction in the
» research .will allow longitudinal comparisons_-with tge findings of

Glenn-Villemez and Sturgis-Clemente. vhile we have no desire to re-enter

an era in the sociology of sociology which is dominated by prestige
. ]

i

[
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rankings, we, suppcxrt a comprehenswe rating of graduate departments evety

. ‘! Y
tnree to five years in order to. allow those interested to keep abreast of
the nanklng game. o7 ’ ' . '
]
' ¢
. ~
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' TABLE 1 .
1
' ¢ . - . ‘; ‘ ‘ o «
« The American Council cp~¥lucation Ratings of
s . J
Graduate Sociology Departments ."
< RSN
. a . : ’ b/ '
Cartter (1966) Roosz-Andersen- (1970)" . . / ,
: 1. UCy Berkeley ’ 1. Harvard o
( 2\ Harvard 2. Michigan
$ . - . o
. . 3. col ia 3. Chicago- N
] . " . . . - .
4. cChicago ’ . 4. UC, Berkeley
. N ;
L .‘ - g \ -
. 5. Michigan 4. North Carolipa -t
| . . - . - * M s
. 6. Wisconsin . 4. Wisconsin
\ 7. Cornell 2 7. Johns Hopkins 5
1 o , '3
i 8. Princeton | ’ 7. Princeton J /
‘ 9. Minnesota " 9. Columbia /
/
. . 10. North Carolina . p * 9. -Northwestern /
. . g 9. Yale . /
L] a )
. 7
a ST
{ Sourcd:f Lewis (1968) '
b_° e S :
i Sou Sturgis and Clemente (1}973)
A% N
0 ’ ’ )
‘\
+ , ’/ -
e
- r/
L] ~ /,:
VA
/ J
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TABLE 2 )
' - . ,
Ratings of Graduate Socioloéy*Departments by Total .Productivit%> , \\\
—
: Faculty
Knudsen-Vaughan (1969) ®  Glenn-Villemez »{1970) <; Oromaner (1972)\ Decering (1972)
1. UC, Berkeley 1. Michigan ' 1. Wisconsin , 1. UC, Berkeley
2. Harvard 2. Wisconsin 2, UC, Berkeley 2.5. Chicago
Chicago 3. Chicago 3. Columbia 2.5. Pennsylvania
Michigan P 4. Columbia T 4, ©North Carolina 4. Columbia
Columbia - 5. Harvard 5. Michigan 5. Wisconsin
Princeton 6% UC, Berkeley - «6. Chicago 6. Harvard
Wisconsin - 7. North Carolina 7. Harvard . 7. . NYU
UCLA ) 8. Illinois 8. Yale : 8. Michigan
Stanford : 9. UCLA 9.4 Northwestern 9.° Texas
Northwestern SR o 10.” Corfiell 10. Johns Hopkins 10. University of
. ) - . ’ Washington
, . I \
Graduates R I .
Larson, Petronsky, Sturgis and ZTlemente
‘Wanderer (1966) . ’ Knudsen-Vaughan (1969) and Vandiver (1972) (1973)
1. Chicago l. Columbia 1. Chicago l.§ uc, Beqﬁqiey
2. Columbia 2. Harvard 2. Columbia 2. Oregon
Harvard 3. Chicago ¥ 3. Michiyan 3. Columbia
Michig%?»~ 4, Michigan - 4. North carolina 4. Vanderbilt
Ohio, Sgate 5. UC, Berkeley 5. Harvard i 5. Princeton
" University of Washington 6. Yale' 6. Wisconsin 6. UCLA .
Wisconsin : 7. VNoxrthwestern 7. . Ohio State . 7.. Pennsylvania
Yale . . 8. Cornéll . 8. i-UC, Berkeley 8. Harvard
UC (combined) ‘ 9., ohio State 9. | Minnesota 9. Michigan
North Carolina 10. Pennsylvania . . 10. VYale lo. Broy;//
v . s ! . NK
. ) \\\ .
K A
el % ;\
. . ' _ - 2?" -
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TABLE 3

-

Ratings of Graduate Sociology Departments by Per Person Productivity \\\\

-

Faculty

P

Knudsen-Vaughan - (1969) - Glenn-Villemez (1970)

o

Y
<

1. Harvard . 1. Harvard

2. Princeton 2. New School

3. Northwestern 3. Chicago

4. UC, Berkeley » 4, Michigan ’

5. Stanford 5., Columbia

6. Chicago 6. Princeton

7. . Michigan 7. Duke

8. uUCLa 8. Northwestern
¢ 97 Brandeis s/ 8. Brandeis

10. fTulane 10. Wisconsin

Graduates

<

Knudgen-Vaughan (1969)

1..¥Columbia
T . 2. Vanderbilt
3. Texas

4. Harvard

5. Pennsylvania
6. UC, Berkeley
7. Princeton

8. Michigan

9. Chicago

10. Cornell

Oromaner (1972)
Harvard :
Johns Hopkins
Columbia

UC, Berkeley
North Carolina
Yale

Chicago .
Northwestern
Wisconsin
Michigan

CVOYIoUL b wmnE
*

[

f

Larson, Petrowsky,
and Vandiver (1972)

l. ©North Carolina
Michigan

Ohio State
Wisconsin
Chicago
Columbia
Harvard

UC, Berkeley
Yale

Cornell ,

. . .

OO UL B WwN

D

oering (1972) -

[

1. Harvard .

Pennsylvania
Columbia

NYU

Chicago ,
Johns Hopkins
Cornell

Texas

Yale

O W ONOUL & WwN

N

UC, Berkeley )

™

¢

. »
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]



References

Abbott, Walter F.

1972 "University and Departmental Determinants of the Prestige of

-

Sociology Departments." American Sociologist 7(9) :14-15.

November.

Abbott, Walter F. . 7

1}
»

1973 "Prestige Mobility of University Sociology Departments in the

gnited States: 1964-1969." American Sociologist 8(1):38-41.

» -

February.

Cafttq;, Allan

v 1966 An Assessment of Quality of Graduate Education. Washington, D.C.:

2

American Council on Education. .

Clemente, Frank

. 1972  "Measuring Sociological Productivity: A Review and A Proposal."

American Sociqlogist 7(9) (November) : 7-8.

.Doexing, Richard

\

1972  "publish gru‘Perish: Book Productivity and Academic Rank at
Twenty-Six Elite Universities." American Sociologist

7(9) (November) :11-13.

1+
: {
;\

®
- s - PO SUSRSUSNUPUPIUIRE. IV Uy POy PO O




‘. ! ’ S 26

Zienn, NSrval D. and Wayne Villemez

1970+ "The Productivity ofoociologists at 45 American Universities."
American Sociologist 5(3) (August):244-252.

~

@ Orimshaw, Allen

-

. L. . . .
1975 "A  Note from the Incoming Editor." American Sociologis:

{August) :192, . =

-

« Knudsen, Dean D. and Ted R. Vaughan

N P

1969  "Quality in Graduate Education: a Re-evaluation of the Rankingec

- . of Sociology Departments din the Cartter Report." American

Sociologist 4(1) (February):12-19. -

-./c

Larson, Richard Ff, Mérc L. Petrowsky, and Joseph S. Vandiver :
[y - hed ;

‘»-1972 "Journal ﬁioductivity of Ph.D. lSociologis%s." American

Socioibgist 7(95(November):9—ll:.

-~ - — .

Lawreﬁcé,\Jqditﬁ and Kenneth Green

) 1980 A Question of Quality: The Highez Education Ratings Game.
QQQQQ — ¥
© . ARHE-ERIC Higher Education ReséEiEh“Repozt&\gg. 5. Washington,

~.

D.C.: American Association for Higher Education.

A
. ‘ Leonard, Wilbert M., II, and’Raymond L. Schmitt , o
AN
1974 "An  American SociologiFal Association Meeting 1Index of
i '_Debartmental 'Quality'." American Sociologist 9(1) (February) :
P . 40-43.
: ) -




27

Lewis, Lionel S. . $\~—

14 4”

1968+ "On Subjective and Cbjective Rankings of Sociology Departments." N

American Sociologist 3(2) (May) :129-131.-

N ~

Oromaner, Mark . ) )

1972 "The Structure of Influence in Contemporary Academic Sociology." \

American Sociologist 7(5) (May) :11-13.

_Parsons, Talcott K
1965- -"The American Sociologist: Editorial Statement."™ American i\“\ui

Sociologist 1 (November) :2-3"

Pfeffer, Jeffrey, Gerald R. Salancik, and Huseyin Leblebici . - N .
- .
1974 "Stability and Concentration of National ngence Foundation

Funding . in Sociology, 1964-1971." American Sociologist, S

»

R

9(4) (Novemb&r) :194-198.

e

Roose, Kenneth and Charles Andersen ° e o

1970 A Rating of Graduate Programs. Washington, D.C.: American Council

.
3
Py

on Educaﬁ%on.

v .
Shamblin, Don H. .

fu

1970 "Prestige and ithe Sociology Establishment.” American Sociplogist

5(20)(May):154~fss.:




S

Py

, ‘ . 28 .
¢ : ) ™~

-

pxevemn

»

Solomon, Warren E.

- \ . -
. / . Lo

1972 "Correlates of Prestige Ranking of ' Graduate Programs in

S . o

Sociolpgy." American Sociologist 7(5) (May):13-14. .

2

Solomqn, Warren E. and Alan Walters

.,
FA 1975 "The ,Relationship Between,Prodgctivity and Prestige of Graduate
‘, ~

Sociology Departments: Fact or Artifact." American Sociologisé

‘

-

", 10(November) :229-236,

°

0

Sturgis, Richard B. and Frank Clemente

. P

1973 "The Productivity of Graduates of 50 Sociology Departments."
éw American Sociologist 8(4) Nevemg?r):169-180.

€

Wanderer, Jules J. - .

- 3

1966 *© "MAcademi Origins of Contributors to the American Sociologial

Review, 1955-65." American Sociologist 1(5) (November):241-243.

’ N - .
-

73U T EY B RSATI e A s b

Yoels, William cC.

- 197Y “Déstiny or Dynasty: Doctoral Origins and Appointment Patterns of
- L »

Editors of the American Sociological Review, 1948-1968." American

Sociologist 6(2) (May) :134-139.

¥pels, William C.
1

LS * LR Y

" 1973 "The Fate of the Ph.D. Dissertation in Sociology: an Empirical

i

N
“
e

«

N

Examination." American Sociologist 8(2) (May) :87-89.

%

-

B L SN A A S )
-

s
.

8 m way >




